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200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1905

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055
Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

FILE Numsfg'.;ﬁ- ) COUNCIL
. DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN By
REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTYBEING |

PROTESTED 291 Pallas Dr. CAMBELL | ¢A 95009

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S)

3455 972 ~3F-02
REASON OF PROTEST

| prodest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate sheetifnecessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on hehalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (describe properiy by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

0 Oullis pro CAMRELL &A dS0O8

12590724

and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which{ own in the property described in the statement above s a:
E Fee Interest {ownership)
D Leasehold interest which expires on

|:| Other: (explain)

PLEASE CALLTHE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zaning ProtestpmB5/Application Rav. 6/272008
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ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest belng not merely an easement. A tenant under a lease whichhasa
remaining term of ten years or fonger shall be deemed an "owner” for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by ihe duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members ofthe association.

PRINT NAME | DAYTIME
}{ eoln, Shannon teLepHones 708 -559 -840
ADDRESS cIy, STATE ZIPCODE
241 Dajlas Pr CANBELL f_ 75008
SIGNATURE (Notarlze DATE /
2 //@
"MW—L 4’

PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS chyY STATE ZtPCOBE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cmy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cirY STATE ZIPCOBE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cmy STATE ZIPCODBE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE

Use separate shestif necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protast pmB5/Apptication Ray. 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
}  ss.
COUNTY OFSQ«,:QL @a aNA )
g_ﬁ(ﬁ‘}' 90)1 QO0([) before me, O‘QW Qf/ﬂf #9 , Notary Public, personally appeared

y X Ot X h@enn i _J  who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity{ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct. ; L

DIANE M. JAMES 2y
A Commision # 1733376 |
] Notaiy Publlc - Callfornia E
SQnta Clara County >

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

L y(«é%m 9’?77 QM%ﬂé—-—“ » et

Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
)} ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, ; Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person{s) whose name(s} isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in histher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b}(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR") is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR wag
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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CAPFTAL OF SILICON VALLEY

CITY OF SAN JOSE

Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1905

te] {408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055
Website: www,sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILE NUMBER‘ ] (‘ 1 — m COUNCIL

: P DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN

BY.
REZONING FILENUMBER

| protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

aga ajpe Dbt cnnd Beff Ch 7400
f2-35- 02— o0

and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement above is a:

M Fesinterest {ownership)

[ ] Leasehold interest which expires on

D Other: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning ProtestpmB5/Application Rav. 6f2/2008

égg_lF_!EESSTSEgFPROPERTYBEING 9-? ] AA/ / As }0 l s Y (c)atee?
ASSESSORS PARCELNUMBER(S)

[13~349 L -
REASONOF PROTEST [ ~01-0¢




Page?2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest baing not merely an easement. Alenant under alease which hasa
remaining ferm of ten years or longer shall be deemed an *owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association. '
PRINT NAME ; PAYTIME .
0/'1-/// N,44,0 TELEPHONE# (W 5 7/-515 3
ADDRESS N cITy STATE ZIPCODE
299 Dpltas Plie LAwdhi, Ch. __Fruid
SIGNATURE (Motarized) //k DATE .
‘ by A /e 9/23//0
PRINTNAME \ i ! DAYTIME e/
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS \ cmy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE(Notarizec})\ DATE
PRINT NAME \ DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS \ CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) \ DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS \ CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) \ DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS \ Iy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) \ DATE
PRINTNAME \ DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS \ cmy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) \ DATE
Use separate shest if ne\essary

N

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest. pme5fApptcation Rev. 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA }

LI ) ss.

county oF SenZa f/czra-r )

on_ §-22-08 before me, 7:&/” et V. Dc[ ¢4 4, Notary Public, personally appeared
P/: P h 49 lp , who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/ase subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in his/her/their-authorized capacity(jes), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

T AT AR N e e

GHUE JAMES V. DELONG L

8 Qﬂmﬁ COMM. #17646’?9NG

WITNESS yny hand and official seal. $ 23

Gz NOTRY PUBLIC . coLiror )
ﬂ/ M ] ! COMM. EXPIRES JUNE 30, 2011 ?
f - (Seal)

"V.!"ﬂ'l ANTA CLARA COUNTY | ()
Notary Public

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

Ly

58,
COUNTY OF )

On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared
» who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{s) acted, executed the instrument,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Notary Public

201943701
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate, The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




CITY OF g% |
| SAN JOSE | CITY OF SAN JOSE

CABITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Buillding and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1905
tel (408} 535-3555 fax (408) 292.5055
Website; www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

COUNCI

FILENUMBER Esd Bin
0 | R DISTRIC

DATE

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL
' PLAN

BY

REZONING FILENUMBER

[ ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING

Y [proesTeD 31) wllas Drives (ampbell, CA 95008
ASSESSORS PARCELNUMBER(S) '
H4/3=39- 020

See Attachment A

REASON OF PROTEST

| protest the proposed rezoning because

Use separate sheet if necessary

}F The property in which 1 own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behaif of which this protest is being filed,
: is situated at: {describe properiy by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

311 Pallas Driver  Camphell, (4 95008
AN 4A-39-020

and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided Interest which | own in the property described in the statement above is a:

E Feeinterest {ownership)

D Leasehold interest which expires on

D Other: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning ProtestpmbB5/Application Rev. 6/2/2008




Page?2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% inthe lot or parcel for
which such protest s filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under alease whichhasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shalt be deemed an “owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petifion shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such fegal enfity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protesi
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members ofthe association.

PRINTNAME '//"v. . 72,3 / | ‘ '?QZEII’T{%NE# @@8)577—'&%?
PO 311 pallas Dryve (Gnghell  FFF _ Geh
SIGNATURE(Notarize%:/ %w D 291 O

PRNTNAVE T3 v Tan/ & rerepiones (05 3774868
POORESS ™ 2 11 Dadlas OVt 4 %%M// (23 75%(%5

SIGI\IATURE(tharizelﬁa j\ DATE
LA Q\‘ Lb} ” l D
PRINT NAME \ DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS oY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use separate sheet i necessary.

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,

Zoning Protest.pm&5/Apphcation Rev, 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
) ss.
COUNTY OF é’/o[\dn—?% CZW )
On (%/2'7 / 26/ % _before me, / [_’ lavras /z%g 2t Notary Public, personally appeared
k e ?’ ToreChrrs fopher TJani”  who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whse name(s) }eﬂare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged o me that he/she/they executed the same mpxﬁ/})ér/thelr authorized capacity{ies), and
that by t/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

MARIA PEPPER
£\ COM'I\;‘I.N#ESS?'Z% z
s b Yehi Notary Public - California
TNESS my hangd-4ndJofficial seal. 2\ ﬁj Saz"lla Clara County 9
. . 16, 2012

[/_a/vv'“) (Seal)

Notary Public | ©

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
)} ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto be the person{s) whose name(s} isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person{s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to ~ the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests, The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition sighed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter fo the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service, As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR") is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 —- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Reguirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Comimission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1905
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Webslte: www.san|oseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILENUMBERr ” C LD” U 1U gg%l:lCL :

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

BY.

REZONING FILE NUMBER

(PLEASE PRINTORTY

e R T

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) u 12 *% %, — O {gg
REASONOF PROTEST - ‘

| protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate sheetifnecessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being fited
is siluated at: {describe propery by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

Private _hore — Spe 2y
Gi2-~39- 014

¥

and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which { own in the property described in the statement above is a:
% FeeInterest (ownership)
[[] Leasehold interest which expires on

EI Other: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zonlng Protest.pm&5/Application Rev, 6/2/2008




Page 2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more ownars of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcal for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. A tenant under a lease which hasa
remaining term of ten years or fonger shall be deemed an "owner” for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s} of such legal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lisu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.

PRINTNAME 7@”‘/ Cleweu fS Nieriones Y08 377 3943
S 321 Dales D Caliphel|  TE - Fp
SIGNATURE (Notarized) f77 /3 W . DATE 7 / 22/ O

T ] 0dh (e penls  Poisies 198/010-475)

ADDRESS ‘.73 B\ \ a \(\GS ,Dr_ . C%;TYW(J” I , §%E Q %POC%DSE
otarize - TE
SoNATORENered f wuda ([ //M@Qé 9)2s /0

PRINT NAME ’ DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cITY STATE ZiP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) : DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS Y STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) BATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STAIE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use separate sheet if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protast.pmbs/Application Rev. 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA }

- }  ss.
COUNTY OF S @nlo. L lerc )
On_9-~21~1v before me, j-;«’- mes Y Ddcﬂn;i , Notary Public, personally appeared
Tony Llemes7s » who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s] isfave subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/hesfthetr signature(s) on the instrament the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing

paragraph is true and correct.
0N JAMES V. DELONG

WITN 1y hand and official seal. COMM, #1754619 S

O Sz H NOTARY P
fip S0 UBLIC - CALIFORNA, £)
| St % SANTACLARACOUNRT;‘i’M 0
a/ i )L > COMM. EXPIRES JUNE 30, 2011 7
_ : - (Seal)

Notary Public

STATE OF CATIFORNIA

COUNTY OF %M\th O/QCMW ) h

On S«Qﬁ)‘(d DS, DI bvefore me, ) [l M TAULES |, Notary Public, personally appeared

Lnda. ¢ Lemoanc s , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person{yf whose name(é!y isfaze-subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that-hefshe/they-executed the same in hisfher/theix authorized Capacity(}@, and
that by kis/her/their signature(sf on the instrument the person(xs’l, or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(?kacted, executed the instrument,

[ certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal,

A Q(;'Z%Q/ 1 9‘7/)'”('0/6/ (Seal)

Notary Public

e/ tonta Clorg County =

20194370.1




| SAN JOSE | CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1905

tel (408) £35-3555 fax (408) 292-6055

Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILE NUMBER COUNCIL
c/ro -oe1 0 DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

PLAN

BY.

REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING

PROTESTED GYRA ST owebuesT %/ /ﬁf/fﬂé/// 2

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S)

H1Q-A0-02/ 08

REASONOFPROTEST
I protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which 1 own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (desctibe properiy by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

DR STG#elrsT 'y - WM//
L) -g- 02 00’

and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement above is a:

@ Feelnterest {ownership)

[[1 Leasehold interest which explres on

|:| Other: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zonlng Protest pm85/Application Rav. 672/2008




Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under a lease whichhas a
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be desmed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an gligible protest site is a tegal entiliy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in fieu thereof, by 51% of the
members ofthe association,
PRINTN DAYTIME
PO A pise Sl gl teLerHoned 478 Y877 - 05 4
ADDRESS }G\TE ZIPCODE
925 STz /Vféwzs’féz%‘% ﬂ?f%ﬁf’/// G578
SIGNATURE (Notar DATE /
%ﬂg @/@ LEYL
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cny STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cmy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CIY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATLURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ciTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notatized) DATE
Use separate sheetifnecessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest pm65/Applcation Rev. 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

county oF _“GA CUp )

On %! ‘vl/! before me, h 9. U)c@ , Notary Public, personally appeared

— JMK bisE PDIE- — , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s)dSfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in hisfigi/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisAigrfheir signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upoen behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoiﬂg
paragraph is true and correct. - B e W

M. §. LUCIO E
- Commisslon # 1796411

) Notary Public - Callfornia
santa Clara County "

WITNESS my hand and official seal,

( L R (Seal)
ﬁwﬁ’r Publi
STATE OF CALIFORNIA }
}  oss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

» who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal,

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1




Residential

ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

1 protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest, The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose. '

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of setvices that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




Residential

service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”} is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since ifs certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban setvice area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




_ SANJOSE CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILKCON VALLEY Planning, Bullding and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1905

tel (408) 535-35655 fax (408) 292-6055

Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

COUNCIL
v L\ ‘ DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

BY.

FILENUMBER l i

REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESSOFPROPERTYBEING

PROTESTED /Lo Mormandcly Dr- Campbe/] , CA 500§

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S)

Y49 -02-056

REASON OF PROTEST
I protest the proposéd rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (desctibe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

APNR H]U-02-056
[16L NORMANDY DR.  (Ampblect, CA ¢S oug

and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement above s a:
y/ M,/Fee Interest {ownership)

]:l Leasehold interest which expires on

[:l Other: {explain}

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zonlng ProtestpmE5S/Application Rev. 6/272008




Page? | ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant underalease whichhasa
remaining term of fen years or longer shall be desmed an "owner” for purposes of this protest, When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitly other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the prolest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lisu thersof, by 51% of the
members of the association.

Y- [PRNTRAVE A RN e NIk TeeptionEs Y08 -3771-903Y
APDRESS /] bl N ovrmeencl N D C,"a:'wglfgbé/ / STAE}‘} S.Z%S‘?g
seewmuaapf{w / z, Lcl Q ' DATE . e,
) . = A7 0
PRINTNAME o— DAYTIME
ANDRETY RBenNlIK TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS STATE ZIPCODE

(L4 Nsemmioy Dy, CA#ﬁ%ec..c ca 97 ¢ds

/< smmuag@?y}}ﬁﬁ'ﬁ DATE g /)‘} /20 P

PRINTNAME &7 / DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cIY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) _ DATE
PRINTNAME - DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ciTy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ' cmy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS chY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use separate shest if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest.pmébb/Application Rav. 6/2/72008




STATE OF CALIFQRNIA )

}  ss
county or_Savka Clad )
On 9- 31 to \ afore ma, /MM‘Q Av&"’m Notary Public, personally appeared
Marie A Bewds € ndve G, Benill , who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the person{s} whose name(s) sfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me thathe/shefthey executed the same in-hisfherftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfhes/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY wunder the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

2 ﬂ-A.A\_Aa.,_AAA

f(“’:ﬁ\;\ MICHELLE ANTONUWICZ ‘&E
=
=
S

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Commission 1851839
Notary pubifg - ~ Californja
Santa Clara County

ey
{5%1) My Comm fxprres Jun1 2013%

Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
, ) ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

» who proved to me on the basis of
safisfactory evidence-to be the person{s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become Jegal non-conforming. As such, itis impoésibie for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Viglates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 — more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14

Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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SAN jOSE | _ CITY OF SAN JOSE
CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Building and Code Enforcement

200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1905

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055
Wehsite: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

FILE NUMBER . COUNCIL
DISTRICT]
QUAD # ZONING DATE
BY.
REZONING FILE NUMBER

poorssorrorERVEEN 700 DALLAS DRIV E LGARIBELL

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) L{ 7~ 7)ﬁ O Z,“{

REASON OF PROTEST

See Aftachment A

t protest the proposed rezoning because

Use separate sheetif necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
s situated ai: {describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

300 DELLAS URIVE , (CAMPBELL
PARCEL Y Zm%‘iwozj

and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | awn in the property described in the statement above is a:

M FeeInterest (ownership)

D Leasshold interest which expires on

D Other: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zanlng Protest pmB5/Applicalion Rev.8/2/2008




Page?2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more ownets of an undivided interest of at [east 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under alease which hasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of suich legal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members ofthe association.

PRINTNAVE ¢ o1 W EIT ZENK pMp eemtones T08-1F1-2271

ADDRESS 33)& {[)AL"AAS DR}VCE CP{/E%ELL (STTE qZ%P{}COQ:gE

S[GNATURE(NotarrzedWm TE q-25-]0

PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CrTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) ‘ BATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIVE

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) | DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTINE

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cITY STATE 7P CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIVE

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use separate shest if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest prmB5/Applcatlon Rev, 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

}
COUNTY OF%&«Q( @/QCLU‘Z/ ; -

‘Q 20 D before me,@ w‘lm m]ﬂ% , Notary Public, personally appeared
(HVY W”ﬂ%ﬁ) ./ who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory ev1dence—to be the peéé-)on whose’name(%) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in his/hexftheir authorized capacity(1ys), and
that by hisfherftheir mgnature(sa on the instrument the person(?a, or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s%(acted executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

oLQw%@ 7 Q& 2 -

Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
} ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s} isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct,

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1

o DlANE M. JAMES
R Commission # 1733376
Notary Public - California
sanfa Clara County 3
My Comm, Explres Apr20,2011 |
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CITY OF %
| SAN JO ) E CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Building and Cede Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Streetl

San José, CA 95113-1905

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055

Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APLICAN

FILENUMBER COUNGIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

PLAN

BY.

REZONING FILENUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING —
% PROTESTED U p T ey Tuer due. Canipbed/
x ASSESSORSPARCELNUMBER(S) /
/1 ~39-~44b—qon

| protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

REASONOFPROTEST

Use saparate sheet if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided Interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (describe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

L‘/ﬁ i Cuyt ey Ave . C&,M/ﬂ/}e///
Hin =59~ p4b —~ ep

. and Is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement above s a.
x E’ Feelnterest (ownership) “Jj2U5 /
|:| Leasshold interest which expires on

I:I Other: (explain}

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zonleg Prolest pmB5/AppEcation Rev. B/2f2008




Page?2

ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be sighed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the fot or parce| for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an sasement. Atenantunder alease whichhasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petilion shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s} of such legal entity. When such legal entity Is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.

PHINTNAME\B e v (“_U‘)Ll —j [Z/’) L/ G’@—ﬁ\/

DAYTIME

TELEPHONE# Y3 §- 3 7' 7- S 1(1]

ADDRESS — 7 cTr STATE ZIPCODE
Yod ¢4 rlues fre « Gapipliel] Car F5D0%
SIGNATYRE (Notarizer) d \g / DATE
/)/r% i g S ™
PRINTNAME ; 4 DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS oY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIVE
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use separate sheetifnecessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest pmB5/AppEeation Rev. £/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

}  ss
COUNTY OF SAH % Cunn )
On SEPTEMBR 21 ZobStore me, _LON_¥1r , Notary Public, personally appeared
Rrueeuy Bowpen/ , who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s@are subseribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he@they executed the samein hisﬁ@their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hi their signature(s) on the instriument the person(s); or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{s) acled, executed the instrument,

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

DON KIM (
Commlssion # 1806013 &
Notary Public - California g

Santa Clara County =
oy Comm, Expires Aug 3, 2012

WITNESS my hand ang official seal.

3

{Seal)
otary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
}  ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, __, Notary Public, personally appeared

_ who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in his/hex/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the insrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{s) acted, executed the instrument.

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)
Notary Public

20194376.1




Residential

ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest - and respectfully urge the City Council to deny - the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant o Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, ong which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ inferest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket info our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.” |

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)}{6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County

zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commigsion’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




CITY OF g@%
SANJOSE CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Bullding and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1905

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055

Wehsite: www.sanjoseca.govi/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

COUNCIL

_ DISTRICT

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
- PLAN By

FILENUMBER

REZONINGFILENUMBER -

ADDHESS OF PROPERTY BEING

PROTESTED A7 @ Uﬁfﬂz ~ /,7 %9

ASSESSORS PARCELNUMBER(S)

3‘5'.

M)A -8G-0H- & -
See Attachment A

REASONOFPROTEST

| protest the proposed rezoning because

Use separateshest it necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

4ty Quglmer flve.
FRRCEL 4 rlja-89-04-6-00

. and Is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which { own in the property described in the statement above s a:

x Feelnterest (ownership)

[[] Leasehold interest which expires on

I:] Other: {explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zaning Piolestpm85/Application Rev, 8/2/2008




Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. A tenant underalease which hasa
remalning term of ten years or longer shall be desmed an "owner” for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site Is a legal entitly other than a person or persons, the protest petition shafl be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s} of such legatf entity, When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
pelition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.

PRINT NAME DAYTIME
/c&/ﬁuﬂ £ Gc /ﬁl%’/}ﬁ TELEPHONE#JMg?l'Z/’Ogﬁ?J
ADDRESS cITY STATE ZIPCODE
B O pglnen Aye. Camphel! calif.  so05
SIGNAT: ﬁE(Notariz:,){)) %/ DATE
i 2 TN o ,e/%,aa,a,a VA A s)

PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CImY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CmY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) , DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CcITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CIY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {(Notarized) DATE

Use separate sheet if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Pintest pmE5/Appication Rev, 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
} oss.

COUNTY OF _Sudhe  Clairg )

on_4-27 - F(C before me, Mihaefle Ankounour "h, Notary Public, personally appeared

Mo Y - _Sevw “445 , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(g) whose name(s) is/aze subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s).on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{s) acted, executed the insirument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

T L T N L NN S S P Y G N A

MICHELLE ANTONOWICZ

Commission # 1851839

Notary Public - California
Santa Glara County

X 5 g
7 My Comm, Expires Jun 1, 2013
S e v el SR v
{Seal)
Notary Public

WITNESS my hand and official seal,

W!-VNNWW

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-o be the person(s) whose name(s} is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument,

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permiited and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5, Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA, Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in complance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San josé 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR") is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of setvices, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements, Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements, Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




